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The Higher Criticism and the Verdict of the monuments. By the Rev. A. H. 

Sayce, Queens's College, Oxford. Second edition. Pp. 575. London: 

Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge. New York : E. and J. B. 
Young & Co.; 1894. 

This book has awakened much interest on every side. The book was 
evidently written for a purpose. This purpose was to show from the results 
of archaeological investigation (1) that the materials which make up Old 
Testament books may be as old as they are represented to be in the Old 
Testament. In other words, that the materials may have come from the 
earliest times. (2) That, this being possible, we may go a step further and 
assume on the basis of the evidence furnished by the monuments, that the 
materials are in large measure contemporaneous with the events which they 
describe ; and that (3) consequently these materials are at least in large 
measure trustworthy and to be accepted as a basis for historical work. 

Students of the Old Testament may be divided into three classes. The 
first class includes those who, like Professors Green, Osgood, and others, 
maintain the antiquity of the materials, and who ascribe the same antiquity to 
the present literary form in which the materials are found. The second class 
includes Professors Wellhausen, Kuenen, Cheyne, and others, who advocate 
a comparatively late date both for materials and literary form. The third 
class includes a rapidly increasing number of scholars in America and in 
England who have assigned the materials to the earliest periods and have at 
the same time conceded that the present literary form may have been com- 
paratively late. 

Professor Sayce does his own work and the work of this third class of 
critics great injustice by using the term "higher critic" exclusively of those 
who belong to the second class. His own position is clearly with the third 
class. He accepts the literary analysis of the Pentateuch, 1 and shows, 
indeed, that this analysis is in accordance with the knowledge of other ancient 
books, for example, the Book of the Dead, the Chaldean Epic, celebrating 
the hero Gilgames. 2 The two accounts of creation are derived from a 
Babylonian origin. The biblical account of the fall gives evidence also of its 
derivation from Babylonia, 3 as is shown in matters of geography as well as in 
the details of the narrative. The tenth chapter of Genesis contains no 
"scientific division" of mankind into their several races. 4 There is no 
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division according to color, although such a division is found among the 
Egyptians of the Eighteenth dynasty. The negroes, though well-known to 
the Egyptians, are not included. Only tribes and nations of the white race 
are enumerated. Concerning the Books of Chronicles, he says, 1 " we can 
grant the compiler a much higher degree of historical trustworthiness than 
critics of late years have been disposed to allow," but at the same time 
oriental archeology makes it clear that his statements are not always exact. 
We cannot follow him with the same confidence as that with which we follow 
the author of the Book of Chronicles. His use of the documents which lay 
before him was uncritical. The inferences he drew from his materials were 
not always sound and he makes them subserve the theory on which his work 
is based. He tells us deliberately 2 that Pul and Tiglathpileser were distinct 
one from the other, 5 when we know that they were the same. His exaggera- 
tion of numbers which appears throughout shows "that he did not possess 
that sense of historical exactitude which we now demand from the historian." 
We must remember that it (the picture of Jewish history represented by the 
chronicler) has been colored by the religious theory of the writer. "The 
Story of Esther" 4 is an example of Jewish haggadah which has been founded 
upon one of those semi-historical tales of which the Persian chronicles seem 
to have been full. The statements of the Book of Daniel are at variance 
with the facts in many particulars. 5 " The biblical text implies that Baby- 
lon was taken by storm, at all events, it expressly states that the king of the 
Chaldeans was slain. Nabonidus, the Babylonian king, however, was not 
slain, and Cyrus entered Babylon in peace. Belshazzar was not the son of 
Nebuchadnezzar, but son of the usurper Nabonidus. Darius the Mede 6 is a 
reflection into the past of Darius the son of Hystapes, just as the siege and 
capture of Babylon by Cyrus is a reflection into the past of its siege and 
capture by the same prince." The use of the term "kasdim" in the Book 
of Daniel indicates that the book belongs to a period later " than that of 
Alexander the Great, when the influence of Greek ideas and habits of thought 
was so strong in Palestine as to cause a Hebrew writer to forget the true sig- 
nificance of a name of frequent occurrence in his own literature and to use it 
in precisely the same erroneous sense as that in which it was used by the 
Greek of his own day." 7 

The above statements are given to show the actual position of Professor 
Sayce. This position is overlooked by those students who enroll themselves 
in the first class above mentioned, and at the same time quote Professor Sayce 
so frequently and so strongly against "higher criticism." It is safe to say 
that from Professor Sayce's own book one may show conclusively that every 
important position accepted by the higher critics is accepted by himself. 

His view, and it is a magnificent one, is against those historians who deny 
the possibility of the acceptance of literary documents as early, for example, 
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as 1500 B. C; but give too prominent a position to the oral tradition and who 
consequently deny the historical value of the references and allusions in the 
earlier historical books. Professor Sayce's argument is conclusive against 
this class of historians. The only question is whether in accepting his argu- 
ment the extremely conservative scholar does not accept something which 
will in the end prove more than could have been desired. The substance of 
the argument is this: (1) In almost every important particular there existed 
before the alleged date of such material in the Old Testament, literary docu- 
ments in other nations which anticipated more or less closely the statements 
found in the Old Testament. This was true of the stories of creation, the 
story of the fall, the story of the deluge (which belongs at the latest to B. C. 
2350), the table of nations, the invasion of Chedorlaomer, etc. (2) The 
existence of such literary documents among other nations, not only proves 
the possibility of the existence of the same material among the Hebrews, but 
shows the source from which the Hebrews obtained the material. (3) Inas- 
much, then, as the Hebrew writers are using original documents we must treat 
their statements as credible and trustworthy. 

This position, we think, must be accepted. It bears directly against the 
theory of Wellhausen which assigns Israelitish literature to a comparatively 
late period. The position at the same time introduces difficulties of another 
character which must receive treatment. The results of the final examination 
of the archaeological material which has assumed so important a role in these 
last ten years, will be to compel us (1) to recognize that the Hebrew materials 
have a common origin with the materials of other ancient nations ; (2) that the 
resemblances although many are not as important as the differences ; (3) that 
in these differences we are to find that which is unique and peculiar to Israel. 
These differences in form, purpose, and spirit, constitute the divine element. 
Concerning the details of archaeological research presented by the author 
there is no space to speak. Great emphasis is placed upon the Tel-el- Amarna 
tablets. It is not too much to say that these tablets have furnished one of the 
most important contributions to modern biblical research. Professor Sayce's 
acceptance of the Glaser position, and his attitude toward the Sumero- 
Accadian question are especially interesting to the technical student. A care- 
ful examination of the book will lead the candid reader to two conclusions : (1) 
The suspicion which a certain class of destructive critics have cast upon the 
general historical value of the Old Testament documents is absurd. The men 
who compiled these books were dealing with matters concerning which in 
general they had clear and definite information. (2) The difficulties which the 
new archaeological investigations introduce are as many in number as those 
which they solve. The field is a complicated one. Dogmatism on every 
side is to be avoided. Continued research must be undertaken. Many 
additional modifications of our present position will have to be accepted. 

W. R. H. 



